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SENATE MINUTES
December 10, 1979
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1.

Remarks from Vice President and Provost Martin.

CALENDAR
2.

256 Proposed Revised Nepotism Policy (letter from Vice President
Martin, 12/5/79). Approved motion to receive as an item of information.

OLD/NEW BUSINESS
3.

Approved list of students who are scheduled to graduate on December
21, 1979.

4.

Report of the ad hoc Committee on the Composition of the Senate
and Committees-wh1cn report to the Senate (see Docket Item 201,
Senate Minutes 1256). Individual motions were presented to approve
Plan C and Plan A. Both motions were defeated.

The University Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:05p.m,, December
10, 1979, in the Board Room, by Chairperson Tarr.
Present:

Abel, J. Alberts, Cawelti, D. Davis, Evenson, Geadlemann,
Gillette, R. Gish, Hollman, G. A. Hovet, Metcalfe, Millar,
Schurrer, Schwarzenbach, Tarr, TePaske, Wiederanders, J. F.
Harrington (ex officio)

Alternates:

Bisbey for Thomson

Absent:

D. Smith, M. B. Smith

Members of the press were requested to identify themselves. Carol Wadas
of the Northern Iowan and Jeff Moravec of the Cedar Falls Record were in
attendance.
1.

Vice President and Provost Martin rose and addressed the Senate. At
the request of the Board of Regents, a codification and extension of
P&S policies have been compiled in consultation with the P&S Council.
These policies will be presented to the Board, with action possibly
being taken at the January meeting.

He stated the proposed revised nepotism policy was created by
the Affirmative Action Committee and is similar to a policy
curtently in effect at the University of Iowa. He stated that
it was the belief that current nepotism policies may be disadvantageous to female spouses.
Calendar
2.

256 Proposed Revised Nepotism Policy (letter from Vice President
Martin, 12/5/79) . .
PROPOSED REVISED NEPOTISM POLICY
FOR FACULTY AND PROFESSIONAL AND SCIENTIFIC STAFF
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA

The following policy statement is proposed for approval by the
Board of Regents to cover cases of faculty members and professional
and scientific staff in the same department related by marriage.
"Faculty and professional and scientific appointments may be made
and held in the same department by persons related by marriage. Where
one spouse is a dean, director or department head, the evaluation
responsibilities and personnel decision responsibilities of the department head will be performed at the next level of administration."
Rationale. The motivation for this policy revision stems from the
following concerns:
1. The present policy may operate to the disadvantage of females;
2. The policy may deprive the institution of services of outstanding
faculty members;
3. As a result of changing social patterns and life styles in contemporary society, persons related by marriage may be treated unfairly
by prohibitions in the present policy.
G. A. Hovet moved, D. Davis seconded, to receive this as an item
of information. Motion passed.
Old/New Business
3.

A list of candidates for graduation for December 21, 1979, was
presented to the Faculty Senate by the Office of the Registrar.
Schurrer moved and it was seconded to approve the awarding of
appropriate degrees to those who meet requirements for graduation
by December 21, 1979. Motion passed.

4.

The Senate had before it the following report from the ad hoc
Committee on the Composition of the Senate and Committees which
report to the Senate (see Docket Item 201):
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Report of the Ad Hoc Committee
on the
Composition of the Senate
In addition to making several recommendations concerning
the size and composition of the Senate, the Committee has tried
to include in its report relevant information and arguments on
the salient issues involved in representation of the Colleges
and other autonomous units in the Senate.
I.

THE SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF THE SENATE
1.

Size of the Senate
The Committee unanimously recommends that the Senate
retain its small size. A significant increase in the
number of members would substantially change the
character of the Senate. The present small size
allows maximum input by the members of the Senate in
response to recommendations and reports by both specialized standing committees and ad hoc committees.
The Committee members did not find any dissatisfaction
with the present size of the Sen.a te.
The Committee also recommends that the Faculty Constitution not specify the number of members of the Senate.
The size of the Senate should be subject to variation
in accordance with changes in the size and number of
various constituencies (or colleges and other autonomous units).
If it is considered desirable to do so,
the number should be larger than the present Senate.

2.

Continue the representation of the non-instructional
faculty.
The Committee found no reason for not continuing the
present policy of representation of the non-instructional
faculty.
Some of the non-instructional faculty, such as
the librarians, are not represented by other bodies.
Also, the non-instructional faculty has interests and
knowledge that should be represented on the Senate.

3.

Plan A (Modified Proportional Representation (PR), no
at-large members.)
The Committee, with one dissenting vote (Jim Wilmesmeier),
favored the following plan of modified proportional representation: (Plan A)
Business
Education
HFA
CNS
SBS
Non-Instructional
At-Large members
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2 representatives
4 representatives
4 representatives
3 representatives
3 representatives
2 representatives
None

2.

The above distribution of seats is based upon the following criteria:
2 representatives from units with less than 75

faculty,
3 representatives from units with 75-150 faculty,
4 representatives from units with more than 150
faculty.
Rationale for PLAN A

4.

a.

This plan does not provide for strict proportional representation of the faculty of
each autonomous unit; rather it is a compromise between equal representation of each
unit and proportional representation of the
faculty.
Modified PR reflects the views of
faculty members who do not want the Senate
to be based upon strict PR but who are concerned about the great disparity between the
size of the largest units and the smallest.

b.

Recognizes that there are collegiate interests
that should be represented in the Senate.

c.

Reflects the greater diversity of departments
and interests within the larger colleges.

d.

Relieves the burden imposed upon the small
units when a high percentage of the faculty
would have to serve on committees.

e.

Avoids the complications inherent in selecting
at-large representatives. Many members of the
faculty are relatively unknown outside of their
own College or other unit and thus have little
chance of being elected. Also, unless the
Committee on Committees avoids selecting wellknown faculty from the largest academic units,
at-large representation may increase the representation of the larger units.

Plan B

(Modified PR with at-large members)

The Committee also considered a second plan
was "weakly" favored by some members of the
This plan would allocate the same number of
unit as PLAN A but would provide for two (2)
members.
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(PLAN B) that
Committee.
seats to each
at-large

•
3

5.

0

Implementation of PR
a.

Monitor
If PLAN A or some other system of proportional
representation is adopted, the Committee recommends that the Senate establish a monitor that
would have the responsibility of checking the
number of faculty in each unit and changing
the number of representatives if necessary.
The monitor should also check the roster of
the instructional faculty in each College or
other autonomous unit and the non-instructional
faculty to ensure that there is no duplication
in the listing.

b.

Definition of the "faculty".
Proportional representation also requires a
definition of "faculty." The Committee recommended that part-time and/or adjunct professors
not be counted 1n determining the size of the
unit and that full-time temporary faculty be
counted. The Comm1ttee also discussed the apparent disparity in the nomenclature for these
positions among the colleges, and wondered if
a uniform nomenclature was desirable.

6.

Equal representation of each unit with at-large members
(PLAN C)
An alternative to modified PR is a continuation of the
present practice of equal representation of each College
and autonomous units with at-large members.
Jim Wilmesmeier proposed that each autonomous unit have
two (2) representatives with three (3) at-large members.
The Committee discussed this proposal and considered it
desirable that this alternative and its rationale be
available to the Senate and Faculty for its consideration.
Krogmann strongly prefers Plan C to any plan of PR that
would include at-large members, such as Plan B. She believes that at-large representatives provide some PR, and
that it is not desirable to further increase the PR of
Plan A.
If "more perfect" PR is desired then it should
be done directly by giving the larger bodies even more
representatives than Plan A provides.
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4.

Rationale for Plan C
a.

It is consistent with past practice which
has apparently worked well.
Collegiate
interests have been well-represented on the
Senate under a system of equal representation
with at-large members.
The Senate has been remarkably free of divisions
along collegiate lines in the past, and there ~s
no reason to believe that collegiate cleavages
will occur in the future.

II.

b.

Mutes collegiate interests and differences and
emphasizes the interests of the University Faculty
as a whole.

c.

Avoids the difficulties in selecting and applying
criteria in calculating the number of representatives from each unit, such as:
(1)

Who should be counted as faculty
members? only full-time faculty
with tenure or on tenure track?
temporaries/ adjuncts? authorized
but unfilled positions?

(2)

Should any special consideration
be given a unit with a small faculty
but a large number of majors and
student credit hours?

d.

Does not require changes in the composition of
the Senate when the size of the faculty of a
unit changes.

e.

The at-large member allows some proportional
representation in the Senate since the larger
colleges will more likely elect the at-large
members.

RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE COMMITTEES THAT REPORT TO THE SENATE
A.

Size, Composition, Term of Office
The Ad Hoc Committee considered three (3) possibilities
concerning the size and composition of these committees:
1.

Leave the committees as· they are now, that is,
after adding a member(s) to reflect the autonomy
of the School of Business;
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5.
2.

Change the size and composition of the committees to reflect proportional representation;

3.

Eliminate the at-large members and allow each
autonomous unit to have equal representation.

The Committee recommends that all committees, except the
Panel on Faculty Conduct and Teacher Education Standards
and Practices, have no at-large members but have an equal
number of representatives from each college or autonomous
unit.
The Panel on Faculty Conduct and Teacher Education
Standards and Practices should remain as they are now.
The Committee realizes that this recommendation is inconsistent with its recommendations concerning the Senate.
However, committees differ from the Senate: committees
report t o t he Senate which then makes ~he final decision
on behalf of the faculty; and the Senate deals with a wide
variety of matters whereas committees have more limited
responsibilities.
Proportional representation would mean greatly increasing
the size of committees; the Committee regards this as
undesirable. Finding sufficient nominees and meeting times
would be even more difficult than now. A small committee
of dedicated, hard-working members can be more effective
than a larger one. Eliminating the at-large representatives
alleviates the problem of selecting nominees that are wellknown in all academic units.
The Committee did not have the time nor the information to
make explicit decisions concerning the size of each committee.
However, members did suggest that the Curriculum Committee
and the Educational Policies Commission should have two members from each autonomous unit since these committees have
heavy work loads when they do meet. One member from each
unit would seem to be adequate for other committees.
The Committee does not see any need to change the length of
term of office of the various committees, although there is
disparity among the committees.
B.

Monitor
The Committee recommends that the Senate designate an individual or committee to monitor regularly committees in order
to make recommendations on the continued existence of committees that may no longer be necessary, such as Tenure and
Promotion.
If the at-large representation is eliminated,
the Committee on Committees will have greatly reduced respon-
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6.

sibilities and could be responsible for monitoring the
roster of the faculty, representation of each unit on
the Senate, and committees.
It might be useful to have
someone with experience on the Senate as part of ~
monitoring system.
The Committee recommends that the Senate request that the
comm~ttee on Committees keep a current list of al~ committees th&t report to the Senate.
Respectfully submitted by,

11~::!~r~~
Jim Albrecht
Gerald Bisby
Darrel Hoff
David Kennedy
Jim Wilmesmeier

Profe$sor Krogmann stated that after extensive deliberation the
Committee tried to present to the Senate several alternatives
with their pros and cons.
Chairperson Tarr pointed out to the Senate that if they recommended
any change in the composition of the Senate that recommendation would
have to be taken to the entire faculty since that action would
requir~ a change in the Faculty Constitution.
Senator Evenson pointed out that all options involve~ a change
in the composition of the Senate. He asked what in the Committee's opinion was wrong with the current composition of the
Senate, and what is the motivation for change?
Professor Krogmann stated the committee felt there was too much
disparity in the sizes of the representative units and the committee,
for functional reasons, preferred to see a reduction in the size
of the Senate.
Professor J. Albrecht indicated that the committee believed the
principle of equal representation overrode any consideration of
how effectively the Senate had acted in the past.
Senator G. A. Hovet commended the Committee on their report for its
detail. She indicated that she personally favored Plan B. She
stated she liked the concept of at-large representation because of
the possibility of those individuals having a perspective for entire
university representation. She questioned the inclusion of noninstructional faculty in the composition of the Senate.
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Professor Krogmann stated that the Committee saw no reason to exclude
the·non-instructional faculty and thought that some non-instructional
faculty such as librarians were not represented on any other body and
that the committee felt that their perspective and input was important.
Senator Hovet inquired if the non-instructional faculty was primarily
made up of professional librarians. Professor Hoff indicated that
of the 76 non-instructional faculty, 20 are from the professional
libra~ian staff.
Senator Davis spoke against Plan B stating he did not believe that
elected at-large representatives would truly represent the university
at-large over their specific discipline or collegiate unit.
D. Davis moved, Evenson seconded, that the Senate recommends to the
Faculty Plan C.
Chairperson of the Faculty Harrington suggested that perhaps the
Senate may wi sh to move into the Committee of the Whole. J. F. Harrington
moved, Schwarzenbach seconded, that the Senate move into the Committee
of the Whole. Motion passed.

Schwarzenbach moved, Cawelti seconded, that the Senate rise from
the Committee of the Whole. Motion passed.
D. Davis moved, Hollman seconded, to amend the motion by excluding
the non-instructional faculty.
Senator Abel stated she believed the non-instructional, by virtue of
their supervision of practicum students, needed to belong in some
category of representation. She stated that non-instructional faculty,
who were members of the Division of Student Services, may be able to
provide valuable input to the Senate as to student needs and thinking.
She stated she hoped the Faculty Senate would maintain that spirit of
involvement. She also questioned if sometime in the future the adjunct
professor group should be placed in some category so that they may be
represented.
Senator Wiederanders spoke against theamendment because he believed
that the input of the non-instructional faculty was important to the
Senate.
Vice Chairperson Schurrer stated that she also felt that input from
non-instructional faculty was important but questioned whether that
input should carry with it voting privileges. She pointed out that
these are individuals who are not listed as members of any given
academic department.
Question on the amendment was called.

The amendment failed.

Senator Evenson stated that he believed the composition of the Senate
as it currently exists should not be changed and stated that he would
vote against the motion on the floor.
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.,.

Senator Cawclti stated he felt there were three virtues to Plan C:
1) it makes the Senate smaller, 2) it mutes collegiate interest,
3) avoids the counting required by proportional representation.
Hollman inquired as to how Plan C would be implemented since it cal~s
for the reduction of members of the Senate. Chairperson Tarr stated
he felt the plan could be implemented through attrition.
Senator Metcalfe indicated that he felt a case could be made for the
inclusion of librarians and that he felt that if anything goes forth
to the Faculty that the proposal should address itself to the representation of the professional librarian staff and adjunct instructors.
Senator Gillette stated he believed the expression made by Senator
Evenson may have been correct. He stated he did not see anything in
any of the three plans that was better than the current composition
of the Senate. He suggested that the composition should be left as
it is until the University Faculty requests a change.
Senator Wiederanders stated that with the inclusion of representatives for the School of Business that there has been a radical
change in the composition of the Faculty Senate. He stated that
he felt the Senate would be remiss if they did not recommend some
action to the entire faculty.
Professor Hoff pointed out that if the Senate does not recommend
some change in its current composition, that the ratio of faculty
members to Senators from the different constituencies would range from ·
a low of 12 to 1 to a high of 70 to 1.
Question on the motion was called.
motion failed 10 to 6.

On a division of the house the

Geadlemann moved, Gish seconded, the adoption of Plan A. Senator
R. Gish pointed out that the concerns voiced by Professor Hoff
were addressed by Plan A.
Chairperson of the Faculty Harrington stated that she agreed but
indicated that she would hope the Senate would not request that the
Faculty make an immediate decision on this proposal without some
prior consideration of the definition of faculty. She stated if
Plan A were adopted, the issues of adjunct and non-instructional
faculty would have to be addressed.
Senator TePaske stated that he was dismayed with Plan A because
of its lack of at-large representation. He stated that this body
should be a university congress and not a university senate. He
stated that this Senate must represent different viewpoints equally
and believed that Plan A went too far.
TePaske moved and it was seconded to substitute Plan B for Plan A.

-10-

Senator Gish inquired of the committee why they weakly favored
Plan B.
Professor Krogmann stated that the Committee felt there was a tendency
for the at-large representation to come from the largest units which
would reduce purely proportionate representation.
Professor Hoff indicated he favored Plan B because it provides for
at-large representation and provides for the flexibility needed for
change.
Senator Davis stated that he firmly believed that the at-large
representatives would be elected by the largest representative units.
Question on the motion to substitute was called.

The motion failed.

Senator Evenson stated in regards to the rationale of burdening
the smaller units that this was not viewed as a burden by the
School of Bus ·i ness and that they were concerned that the School
of Business would be the only unit to have two representatives.
He also stated that in determining proportionality that the
number of students served by the unit should also be a consideration. He also voiced concern that there was no motivation for
change of the composition of the Senate until representation for
the School of Business was added and that under the current proposals
the School of Business would have the smallest representation.
Question on the motion for the adoption of Plan A was called. On
a division of the house, the motion failed .ll to 6.
Hollman moved, Evenson seconded, to adjourn.
Senate ·adjourned at 4:53p.m.

Motion passed.

The

Respectfully submitted,
Philip L. Patton, Secretary
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections
or protests are filed with the Secretary of the Senate within two
weeks of this date, December 17, 1979.
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